(a) Double Patenting 
The Examiner provisionally rejected the claims under 
35 U.S. C. §101^ as claiming the same invention as that of 
claims 1 through 20 of copending Application No. 10/699,090. 
In response, the Applicants respectfully submit that the two 
inventions are not drawn to identical subject matter. In 
Application No. 10/696,660, the invention is drawn to a 
location identifier that situates on the location that 
temporally holds sets of items. In contrast to this. 
Application No 10/699,090 relates to a location identifier 
that situates on the item. Although the distinction may be 
slight, the Applicants respectfully submit that there are 
major differences by the two ways of tracking locations. 

Application No. 10/696,660 is directed to an item 
locator wherein each set of items has a unique bar code 
located on at least one item in the set. Furthermore, each 
location, whereon a set of items is held, has a bar code 
situated on the location. In creating an item-location 
match, when a given location bar code is scanned and an 
association is made by scanning item bar codes placed in 
that location, a processor defines a set of corresponding 
items with locations. Thus, it is shown that a 
corresponding item location situates on the aisle, row, 
shelf, and the like. Support for all of the above is found 
in claim 21 (a) and (b) , and on pages 30 through 31 of the 



specification. 

On the other hand. Application No. 10/699,660 is 
directed to an item locator wherein each set of items has a 
unique bar code situated on at least one item in the set, 
which includes an item identifier and a location identifier. 

In creating an item-location match, when a given item bar 
code is scanned, a processor defines a set of corresponding 
items with locations for all given items in a set. Thus, it 
is shown that at least one item of a set has a location bar 
code situated on the item. Support for all of the above is 
found in claim 21 (a) and (b) , and on pages 30 through 31 of 
the specification. 

In the event that the Examiner determines that there is 
a double patenting rejection based on obviousness, the 
Applicants will agree to a Terminal Disclaimer to overcome 
such a determination, if made. 

(b) Claim Objection 
The Examiner objected to claim 7 for insufficient 
antecedent basis. The Applicants respectfully submit that 
newly presented claim 27 overcomes this objection. 



(c) Drawings Objection 
The Examiner objected to the drawings because certain 



features in the claims were not shown in the drawings. The 
Applicants herein submit corrected Figure 2. showing these 
features in the drawing. The Applicants believe that no 
new matter has been added since these features are 
disclosed in the claims, as well as in the detailed 
description of the original disclosure. 

(d) Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. §112 
Claims 1 and 6 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §112, 
second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to 
particularly out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which applicant regards as the invention. More 
particularly, the terms ^'item-identification 
/corresponding" and ''same" in claim 6 are not clearly 
defined. 

With regard to "item-identification /corresponding", 
the Applicants respectfully disagree with the Examiner's 
objection. The meaning is that each item has an item- 
identification, for example bar codes (specification, page 
37, lines 8 through 14) which is associated with a 
corresponding location which also has a location- 
identification for example, location bar codes 
(specification, page 37, lines 14 through 15) . The item 
identification and corresponding location identification 
determine the data pairs wherein there is a mapping or 
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association from the item-identification to the 
corresponding location-identification. The Applicants 
respectfully submit that this subject matter is clearly 
defined by the specification as stated herein immediately 
above • 

With regard to ''same'' in claim 6, newly presented claim 
26 clarifies the meaning to specify ''said bar code reader 
inputs". 

Claims 4 and 5 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §112, 
first paragraph, as containing subject matter which was not 
described in the specification in such a way as to enable 
one skilled in the art to which it pertains to make and/or 
use the invention. In response, the amendment to the 
specification provide support for genus data and species 
data. The Applicants believe that no new matter has been 
added, since the claim feature is described in the claims as 
originally filed. 

Claims 18 and 20 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §112, 
first paragraph, as containing subject matter which was not 
described in the specification in such a way as to enable 
one skilled in the art to which it pertains to make and/or 
use the invention. 

In response, replacement drawing Fig. 2 illustrates the 
functional placement of a secondary processor with the 
stated features. Furthermore, an amendment to the 
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specification herein above conforms the specification to the 
claims and drawings. The Applicants respectfully summit 
that no new matter has been added. 

Claims 17 and 19 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §112, 
first paragraph, as containing subject matter which was not 
described in the specification in such a way as to enable 
one skilled in the art to which it pertains to make and/or 
use the invention. In response, the Applicants respectfully 
submit that the amendment to the specification for the claim 
features. The Applicants believe that no new matter has 
been added since the feature is disclosed by the claims as 
originally filed. Furthermore, replacement Fig. 2 shows the 
feature. 

(e) Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. §102 
Claims 1, 2, 4, 6 through 8, 10 through 12 and 16 
through 19 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102 (e) as being 
anticipated by Burke et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,604,681). 

The Examiner stated that regarding claims 1, 2, 4, 6, 
7, and 18, Burke et al. teach an item locator system, which 
provides item location information. He continued that item 
identifiers are entered via a bar code reader or a voice 
recognition device wherein item location information are 
retrieved from a database and are viewed on an LCD display. 
With regard to claim 8, the Examiner stated that Burke 
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et al. teach audio communication. 

With regard to claim 10, the Examiner stated that Burke 
et al. teach a telephone, and voice recognition, as well as 
must including a microphone. 

With regard to claim 11 and 12, the Examiner stated 
that Fig. 8 of Burke et al. teach these claims. 

With regard to claim 16, 17 and 19, the Examiner stated 
that column 6, line 33 of Burke et al. teach these claims 
claim. 

In response, the Applicants respectfully submit that 
newly presented claim 21 of the present invention fails to 
be anticipated by the Burke et al. reference for the 
following reasons. First, claim 21 includes a newly 
presented feature of feedback being an answer or default 
instruction. Second, claim 21 of the present invention 
system includes a continuous speech recognition digital 
signal processor. 

Furthermore, the Applicants respectfully requests 
further clarification on claim 31. The present invention 
provides for secured access to updating manager inputs only 
when an access code is valid. The Applicants does not see 
how the Burke et al. disclosure provides for secured manual 
control input. 

The Applicants respectfully submit that Burke et al. 



does not anticipate each of the above-identified features. 
Furthermore, no new matter has been added. Box 11 of Fig 1 
includes the feedback features claimed. . Furthermore, the 
Burke et al. reference does not have any teaching on a 
speech recognition digital signal processor (DSP) . The 
Applicants believe that all the §102 (e) rejections by the 
Examiner have been overcome and it is urged that the 
rejection be withdrawn. 

(f) Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. §103 
(1) Burke et al. 

With regard to claims 3 and 5, the Examiner rejected 
the claims as being unpatentable over Burke et al./ as 
applied to claim 1 above. The Examiner stated that Burke et 
al. teach location information with the exception of row, 
bin, drawer and floor space. The Examiner took ^'Official 
Notice" that the specific location information is old and 
well known in to one skilled in the art, and would have been 
obvious to modify Burke et al. to include the specific 
location information. 

In response, the Applicants reiterate all the arguments 
with regard to Burke et al. in section (e) herein above, and 
also respectfully submit that the Examiner's implied 
teaching is not obvious because the Burke et al. system is 
specifically designed to include location information of 
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aisle and shelf. There is no motivation to expand beyond 
this location since Burke et al, defines a database having 
aisle and shelf. 

(2) Burke et al. in view of Miura (JP; 356060959) 
With regard to claim 9, the Examiner rejected the claim 

as being unpatentable over Burke et al., as applied to claim 

■ • ■ .... . , 

1 above, and in view. of Miura (JP: 356060959) . The Examiner 

stated that Burke et al. teach ROM, but fail to teach ROM 

storage including remote diagnostics and system programming. 

The Examiner further stated that Miura teaches ROMs with 

system programming and for diagnostics. The Examiner 

postulated that it would have been obvious to modify Burke 

et al. to have the ROM storage provide remote diagnostics 

and system programming as taught by Miura. 

In response, the Applicants reiterate all the arguments 
with regard to Burke et al. in section (e) herein above, and 
also respectfully submit that the combination of Baker et 
al. and Miura is not obvious because there is no motivation 
to combine Baker et al. and Miura. 

There is no teaching or suggestion in the Burke et al. 
disclosure that the Burke et al. system could interface with 
the diagnostic system of Miura. As stated in the Abstract 
of Miura, the modules must be connected to the processor. 
Burke et al. is lacking on a disclosure of system 
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programming^ not to mention interfacing with diagnostic 
system programming. Thus, the Applicants respectfully 
submit that there is no motivation to combine Burke et al. 
with Miura*. 

""(3) Burke et al. and Suzuki et al. Rejection 
With regard to claims 13 and 20, the Examiner rejected 
the claims as being unpatentable over Burke et al., as 
applied to claim 1 above, and in view of Suzuki et al. 
(US : 2002/0149609) . The Examiner stated that Burke et al. 
failed to teach digital-to-analog, but Suzuki et al. teach a 
PDA with a D/A converter. The Examiner postulated that it 
would have been obvious to modify Burke et al. to have the 
digital-to-analog as taught by Suzuki et al. 

In response, the Applicants reiterate all the arguments 
with regard to Burke et al. in section (e) herein above, and 
also respectfully submit that the combination of Baker et 
al. and Suzuki et al. is not obvious because audible 
feedback of Suzuki et al. emanates in response to video 
memory 70 (Fig. 3) . In contrast to this, newly presented 
claim 23 of the present invention provides audio feedback in 
response to voice input. Thus, the Suzuki et al. program is 
different art from the present invention, and should be 
removed as a reference. 



(4) Burke et al, and Engellenner et al. Rejection. 

With regard to claim 14, the Examiner rejected the 
claim as being unpatentable over Burke et al . , as applied to 
claim 1 above, and in view of Engellenner et al . (5, 786, 764) . 
The Examiner stated that Burke et al, failed to teach a 
speech recognition engine. The Examiner further stated that 
Engellenner et al. teach speech processing means and , 
likelihood processor. The Examiner postulated that it would 
have been obvious to modify Burke et al. to have the speech 
recognition engine as taught by Engellenner. 

In response, the Applicants reiterate all the arguments 
with regard to Burke et al. in section (e) herein above, and 
also respectfully submit that the combination of Baker et 
al. and Engellenner et al. is not obvious for the following 
reasons. First; the Engellenner et al. reference supports a 
different system than the present invention supports. And 
second, the combination of Baker et al. with Engellenner et 
al. fails to establish a prima facie showing of obviousness 
because of lack of motivation. 

First, the Engellenner et al. reference supports a 
different system than the present invention supports. The 
Engellenner art is directed to a voice activated electronic 
locating system. The items that are to be located are 
tagged and when an item is to be located, a coded 
interrogation signal is transmitted to one or more 
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interrogation regions in which the signal triggers a 
response for the item tag. A detector within the regions 
senses a response from the tag signal and the location of 
the item is reported based on the detector's signal. Thus, 
under the Engellenner system, there is no need for an item- 
location pairing by a processor. 

On the other hand, the present invention includes a 
database of manager inputs of item and location, as recited 
in newly presented claim 21. When a. user desires to find a 
location of an item, the desired item is spoken into the 
voice input means and the system retrieves the location 
associated with that item from the manager input item 
location database. This is different from* sensing a signal 
from a tag on an item, as taught by Engellenner et al.. 
Therefore, the Engellenner patent supports a different 
systiem from the present invention and should be removed as a 
reference. 

And second, the combination of Baker et al. with 
Engellenner et al. fails to establish a prima facie showing 
of obviousness because of lack of motivation. As discussed 
in detail herein immediately above, the Engellenner et al . 
reference locates items by a signal received from an item 
physically tagged. Since the Baker et al. patent discloses 
an item information system in detail wherein a location of 
an item entered is relayed to a user through a hand held 
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device, there is no need, nor suggestion, to utilize the 
speech recognition system of Engellenner et al. 

(5) Baker et al. and Engellenner et al. 
and Stubley et al. Rejection 

With regard to claim 15, the Examiner stated that Burke 
et al. in view of Engellenner et al. failed to teach 
utilizing tokens of raw acoustic signals. He stated that 
Stubley et al. teach each word in the vocabulary being 
represented by a string of HMM model, one for each phoneme 
in the word. He asserted that it would have been obvious to 
one skilled at the time the invention was made to modify 
Burke et al. in view of Engellenner et al. to have utilizing 
tokens of raw acoustic signals as taught by Stubley et al. 

In response, the Applicants reasserts all the arguments 
in section (4) above in reference to the combination of 
Baker et al. and Engellenner et al., and also submit that 
the additional combination with Stubley et al. fails to 
establish a prima facie showing of obviousness for the 
following reasons. 

First, the Stubley et al. disclosure does not overcome 
the limitations of the base references to Baker et al. and 
Engellenner et al. Stubley et al. relates to a module which 
makes observations to determine a likelihood of a match for 
speech received. Thus, the differences in the newly 
presented present invention claim 21 (i) are not overcome by 
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Stubley et al. 

Second, there is no suggestion, teaching or need, 
expressed or implied, in either the Baker et al. patent, the 
Engellenner et al. patent or the Stubley et al. patent to 
utilize the teachings of any of the others. 
The Baker et al. patent has no disclosure- on a speech 
recognition processor. Thus, there is no suggestion to 
combine that disclosure with Engellenner et al. or Stubley 
et al. Furthermore, the Engellenner et al. disclosure has 
its own likelihood processor. Thus, there is no motivation 
or reason to substitute the tokens of raw acoustics signals 
of Stubley et al. in the Engellenner et al. system. 

Thus, the Applicants respectfully submit that the 
Stubley et al. reference be withdrawn. 

CONCLUSION 

In view of the above amendments, remarks, and 
replacement drawings , the Applicants believe that newly 
presented Claims 31 through 50 are allowable because none of 
the- of the prior art , nor combinations cited by the 
Examiner are anticipated or are rendered obvious. 
Therefore, it is respectfully urged that the current 
rejections be withdrawn and that the claims be allowed. An 



early and favorable reply is hereby solicited. 



Thank you. 



Respectfully submitted. 



Date; May 4, 2005 
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